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Sir: 

tc arP directed to the points and arguments raised in the 
The following comments are directed xo uie v 

Examiner's Answer dated April 14, 2004. 

. related Appeals and Interferences section, on page 2 in the Examiner's^^^^^^ 

msec tionI.B^ 

spending appeal. Thus, it is respectfully suhmined that the re^ 
related appeals andinterferenceshasheens^ 
2004 Appeal Brief. 
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,. ™. Ar, Not Annlied References 

A r-,-;„. t -6 8-1 0 a~" * <™ Ohvi""- in Vifw of Den " is * a1 ' 
The Examiner's first assertion, commencing on page 10 in the Examiner's Answer, is 
mat "Dennis teaches the claimed features because page description language forma, can be 
converted to PDL forma, after a recons«ruc«ing means has been performed. . . ahhough the 
data may be stored in PDL format initially, i, does no, prohibit ,he stored data from being 
converted back into PDF forma, after the reconstructing means for the purpose of being 
transmitted and printed." However, i, is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has 
misconstrued Dennis e, al. because the print data in Dennis e, al. is already in me page 
descrip,ion language (PDL) forma, s,ored wUhin the hos, compu,er system. In fact, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would no, convert the stored da,a back intoPDL forma, after me 
reconstructing means, as asserted by the Examiner without destroying the reference. This is 
hccause Dennis e, al. discloses that the PDL forma, describes me page in a single file called a 
metafile to create a set of bandab.e primitives for the entire page (col. 3, lines 45-61). 
However, me claimed invention discloses converting me da,a into a page description 
^ageformsoas.op^sjhe^^ 

Dennis et al. fails ,0 disc.ose or sugges, a converting means for converting data reconstructed 
by the reconstructing means into page description language data that is in a page description 
language form, as recited in claims 1 and 16. 

The Examiner's second assertion, commencing on page 10 in the Examiner's Answer, 
is ,ha, "in reference ,o Fig. 3, Dennis teaches transmitting a list of bandable primitives for the 
entire page. Objects that cross band boundaries are divided at me band boundaries. The 
objects are taken in me order ,hey are created and overlapping objects are defined by previous 
objects." However, i, is respectfully submitted tha, almough Dennis e. al. discloses 
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averting the "overiapping" object, it never ta.es into consideration the band units with 

second object with a second horizonta, band , 04, and so forth. However, the created hit-tnap 
reconsnucrtng^^ 

Bri cf is considered "prior art" in the Dennis e, a, reference, is inconsistent. That ts, the 
ob viousnesswimoutci,ingo« 

feature that the band units ,0 be reconstructed have common data. 

The Examiner's third assertion, commencing on page 1 1 in the Examiner's Answer, is 
that "different shapes and graphica! objects reouire different reacting means" . 

tod genera,orprocessesandr^^ . 

---» l **--- ^ ■ W • a ' 4, " ,,,, " 

aivided(Pig. 6 , momerwords.Dennisetai.disCosesprocessingthemetameand 

print images for the ^ page, rather than processing and distinguishing me print da, 
according to a type of data. 
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thus, contrary to the anions made by the Examiner, Dennis e. a., does no, disciose 
*. aforementioned positively recited features <* 1 and 16. to****. — «■ 

8-10 and 16 are patently distinct over the applied reference. 
B aaiBi 7is J! MObviou^^ 

As similarly discussed above, Sugiyama e, al. also does no, disdose or suggest the 
r econstruc,i„gmeanstha< processes and distinguishes prin, data according, o a rype of the 
print data, and decides whether the range units ,o be reconstiucted have common da.. 

Accordingly, Cairn 7 is also pa,en,ab,e over the applied references. 

Kegardingclaim ,3, the Examiner asserts, ha, one of ordinary skill in me ar, would 

t echno.ogy is sufficient, by itsdf, to estabHshp,,^ ""ess. According tbe 
m ere assertionby.be Examiner that one skiUed in the artcould have combined Dennis et al. 
mi Ramchandran et al. because they are related technologies, is insufficient for an 
obviousness rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a, This motivation is no, clear and particular, 

•■evidence. Moreover, ,his motivation does no, show me combination of these «wo 

and should be allowed. 

Accordingly, daims 11-15 are also patentable over the applied references. 
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It is respectfully submitted that the remaining points of arguments set forth in the 
Examiner's Answers were ful.y addressed and Appellants' Appeal Brief. For a, leas, these 
reasons, set forth herein and in the Appeal Brief, it is respectfully submitted tha, claims 1-1 1 
and 13-16 are in condition for allowance. 

Respectfully submitted, 




James A. Oliff 
Registration No. 27,075 

David J. Cho 
Registration No. 48,078 



JAO:DJC/brc 

Date: June 10, 2004 

OLIFF & BERRIDGE, PLC 
P.O. Box 19928 
Alexandria, Virginia 22320 
Telephone: (703) 836-6400 



DEPOSIT ACCOUNT USE 

AUTHORIZATION 
Please grant any extension 

necessary for entry; 
Charge any fee due to our 
Deposit Account No. 15-0461 



